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management audit of public goods charge collections and energy
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1. Electric rates were properly calculated by all utilities. As a result of
sales fluctuations, billed non-CARE electric PGC revenues exceeded
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however, the utilities treat the gas surcharge differently. SDG&E and
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adequate; however, improvements are possible at all utilities,
particularly in the areas of procurement and vendor oversight. ................. -3

4. With the possible exception of SCG’s interest calculation, no material
adjustments to recorded costs were identified by the audit; however,
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documentation. SCG’s method for calculating interest charges and
credits to the Conservation Expense Account (CEA) differs from the
method used by SGD&E, and from the method used by SCG for other
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